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ot shipment o as tao prevent a misdeclaration or
underdeclaration of weicht. The vessel mater's
discharge ot such obl.gation imposed by law to
properly determine and verify the weight of cargos
carried by it is certainly pertinent to and im=-
portant for the proper assessment of the colleci-
ible customs duties and taxes, and 1s not a
burdensome task in the present era of containerized
cargoes.”

The aforesaia view had been expressed with
explicit distinctness in previous findings cin
repeated similar egregious blunders and hed been
carried into adjudications in a number of cases
by this Court, thus, "It is hardly necessary to
add that under Section 2523 of the Tariff and
Customs Code, the declaration, ascerﬁainment Or
verification of the correct weight of the carqgo
at the port of loading is the duty or obiligation
cf the master, pilot, owner, officer or employee
of the vessel. 1If he omits or disregards this
duty and a punishable discrepancy between the
declared welight and actual weight of the cargo
exists, the inevitable conclusior is that he i1
negligent or careless. (Delgadc Shipping Agencies,
Inc. v. Commissioner of Customs, C.T.A. Casc NG

2685, February 15, 1377:; Macondray & Company, Inc.
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v. Commissioner of Customs, C.T.A. Case No. 2741,
February 3, 1977; Macondray & Co., Inc. v. Com-
missioner of Customs, C.T.A. Case No. 2656,
January 21, 1977 and cases cited therein.)
Similarly, if in the exercise or performance
of this duty, he is negligent or careless result-
ing in the commission of excessive discrepancy
in the weight of the ship's cargo penalized urier
the law, carelessness or incompetence is, none-
theless, imputable to him.“ (International
Harvester Macleod, Inc. v. Commissioner of Customs,
C.T.A. Cage No. 2698, November 25, 1977.) We can
do né ress but nold the herein petitioner account-
able Zor such deviation from the peremptory demands
of the law, the proffered good faith as an encap-
sulating »arazca in bashing the delidquency.
notwithetanc:ng. This specie of irregularit.
was not proplzious then, it cannot, now.

&nd, "as to petitioner's insistence of
oo on the part of respondent of the negli¢ence

or carelessness of the master, owner or empl. ~e
of the vessel, suffice it to say, additionally,
that this Court has alrcady unequivocably rulzc

“hat under Section 252: o the Code, the ascert-









